sense: terms are undefined and there is not a shred of evidence. If foreign areas studies indeed need more planning, funding, and monitoring, both the justification for the centralized policy and its eventual implementation must be based on principles that can pass intellectual scrutiny and can evoke a fair degree of consensus. The Lambert Report fails to provide them: "national interest" will not do. The alternative to centralized policy is usually justified in terms such as commitment to truth, quality of ideas, pursuit of excellence and so forth. This language is absent from the report, and one is led to assume that the reason is that neither the federal government, the foundations, nor private corporations would be willing to support activities justified in such terms. Thus, ultimately, the Lambert Report may be seen by many as a reasonable compromise between pure science and the repeated attempts to militarize foreign area research. Yet I am persuaded that several specific recommendations would be counter-productive to the very goals set by the authors and the sponsors of the report. Moreover, I believe that the terms of discourse imposed by the report constitute a threat to the continuing advancement of social sciences in the United States and to the international flow of ideas and data.
Forecasting the 1986 Midterm Elections to the House of Representatives James E. Campbell University of Georgia
Predicting midterm election results is in one respect a pretty easy business. The track record is about as clear as it gets. The president's party will lose seats in the House of Representatives in 1986 as they have in 30 of the last 31 midterms extending back to the Civil War-the sole exception being the 1934 midterm, the first midterm of the New Deal era. The trick then is not in forecasting whether the president's party will win or lose seats, it will surely lose seats, but in estimating how many seats will be lost. sense: terms are undefined and there is not a shred of evidence. If foreign areas studies indeed need more planning, funding, and monitoring, both the justification for the centralized policy and its eventual implementation must be based on principles that can pass intellectual scrutiny and can evoke a fair degree of consensus. The Lambert Report fails to provide them: "national interest" will not do. The alternative to centralized policy is usually justified in terms such as commitment to truth, quality of ideas, pursuit of excellence and so forth. This language is absent from the report, and one is led to assume that the reason is that neither the federal government, the foundations, nor private corporations would be willing to support activities justified in such terms. Thus, ultimately, the Lambert Report may be seen by many as a reasonable compromise between pure science and the repeated attempts to militarize foreign area research. Yet I am persuaded that several specific recommendations would be counter-productive to the very goals set by the authors and the sponsors of the report. Moreover, I believe that the terms of discourse imposed by the report constitute a threat to the continuing advancement of social sciences in the United States and to the international flow of ideas and data. Table 2 suggest, the forecast could have been much worse.
